, we stayed at the Winter Reception and Transit Center -i.e. the refu ee camp in Slavonski Brod -on a number of occasions. At this time, this was the only place where refu ees from the war-stricken, or otherwise deprived countries could stop on their way to Western Europe. This paper deals with the methodolo ical issues, research methods and procedures (ran in from enterin the fi eld and the issues of researcher and participant roles, throu h observation and note takin to participation, and interviews) which we were employin and testin durin our stay at the camp, and which we consider si nifi cant for the understandin of the camp itself. We focus on the numerous faces of methodolo ical reductionism and methodolo ical pluralism of our research at the camp. Certain ethno raphic methods in our study were frequently reduced to their bare contours, but, upon takin a step away or their combination with other methods, they opened and created multiple doorways to the research fi eld, takin on, amon other thin s, the characteristics of investi ative work.
ENTRY?
Bus stations and other places of refu ees' atherin in the autumn of 2015 were sites where Croatia's inhabitants could come and o as they pleased. This was even true of reen borders where, in response to the immediate situation, border restrictions were lar ely suspended. In contrast, entry into the Slavonski Brod camp was only possible with o cial authorization and after multiple checks by the Ministry of the Interior. 5 Thus, to arrived every day, with a tendency of decrease, on the level of the entire period. For instance, accordin to problematic o cial numbers, on one of the days in January 2016 the arrival of around 3,000 people was re istered, whereas on another day of the same month, around 500 persons were re istered. On 5 March 2016 the last train arrived in the camp, with some 250 people. This was the only train that arrived in the camp that day. 5 The camp in Slavonski Brod, like, previously, the camp in Opatovac, was mana ed and controlled by the Ministry of the Interior, with the Minister (or, later, deputy of Minister) bein the head of the so-called Crisis Unit, actually the Unit for the Coordination of Activities Related to the Arrival of Mi rants in the Republic of Croatia. The Crisis Unit was founded by the Government of the Republic of Croatia on 17 September 2015, and its aim was to ensure "coordinated action of all responsible bodies and institutions, with the aim of humanitarian reception and care of mi rants" (Vlada Republike Hrvatske 2015) . Accordin to the Government's decision (Vlada Republike Hrvatske 2015) , the Crisis Unit included representatives of the Ministry of Social Policy and Youth, the Ministry of Forei n and European A airs, the Ministry of Labor and the Pension System, the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Defense, more specifi cally of the General Sta of the Armed Forces of the Republic of Croatia and the National Protection and Rescue Directorate. All these participants, indirectly or directly, to a reater or smaller extent dependin on the phase, took part in the operation of the Slavonski Brod camp. However, the Ministry of the Interior played a key role in the functionin of the camp, alon side the Ministry of Health, and the National Protection and Rescue Directorate, which was in char e of the lo istical and technical support. Moreover, based on the mentioned Decision which provided for other state bodies and institutions to be part of the Crisis Unit, they were joined by the Croatian Red Cross enter the camp as, for instance, a volunteer, a person was required to be a member of, or be a liated with, an or anization that was supposed to obtain prior authorization to be present at the camp, and which could, based on that authorization, submit individual applications for its volunteers. One of us volunteered at the camp in accordance with this procedure in the fi rst weeks upon its openin in mid-November 2015. Not lon after that, when a decision was made to conduct research in the camp, the Institute formally requested permission from the Ministry of the Interior for a roup of researchers, as stated in the letter, to be ranted "entry, movement research conductin privile es in the Reception Center in Slavonski Brod". The application was essentially approved on the same day, and formally approved six weeks later, when the Ministry requested our names, personal identifi cation numbers and photo raphs to issue accreditation cards for us. Di erent cate ories of accreditation cards were bein issued at the camp (for public works personnel, volunteers and employees of the Croatian Red Cross, volunteers from non-overnmental or anizations, etc.). Certain roups and individuals that did not have a role in the camp itself, such as the media or dele ations, were iven non-personalized daily, so-called onetime accreditation cards. Given the fact that we announced that our research would be of lon er duration, which some approaches ri htly consider a precondition for ethno raphy (cf. e. . Atkinson 2015: 3, 12 et passim; cf. e. . Cli ord 1983: 121-126; Potkonjak 2014: 21-22 , 80), we were iven personalized, permanent accreditations. However, our accreditation cards, iven that there was no special cate ory for researchers, in addition to our names, photo raphs and numbers, had the label "volunteer".
Fixed classifi cation of accreditations, which was based on the lo ic of responsibilities and the authorities that certain roups and or anizations had, was the fi rst indication of the mechanistic division of labor in the camp, while our application for institutional approval was the fi rst instance where this ethno raphic study was di erent from others dominatin the Croatian context. Institutional research approval is, admittedly, provided for in the discipline, and has been inte rated as part of research uidelines (cf. e. . Etički kodeks 2013: II/2), but in practice it is not always sou ht, because in Croatia, amon other thin s, comparatively few studies are done in institutions. In relation to some other studies which mi ht also involve seekin institutional approvals, seekin approval to conduct research in a camp involved a hi her level of uncertainty, as the camp is a closed-type institution under the Ministry of the Interior jurisdiction (cf. e. . Wacquant 2002: 387) . Similar research is rare in the Croatian context; one example relevant in the context of institutional approval is the research into the Lepo lava Panopticon, the Lepo lava prison, where the permission from the competent ministry was also sou ht (Đurin 2011) . The application of the researcher, Sanja Đurin, was not approved, and she conducted her (cf. Larsen et al. 2016: 12-14) , which "took care of distributin food, water, clothes and hy ienic products and provided psychosocial support and reconnectin families services" (Hrvatski Crveni križ 2016: 6). The Croatian Red Cross was also in char e of "coordinatin all or anizations that provided humanitarian aid to the refu ees and mi rants" (Hrvatski Crveni križ 2016: 6), which included inter overnmental, international and Croatian a encies and non-overnmental or anizations present at the camp. research, which consisted of "interviews with two prisoners" and observation "based on visitin one of the prisoners", "without any o cial approval" (Đurin 2011: 270) . Personal acquaintance with one of the prisoners and obtainin his consent for participation enabled Đurin to conduct the study which, only if viewed from a bureaucratized and institutional perspective, could related to covert research familiar from ethno raphic literature (cf. e. . Allu Davies 2001: 53-58) .
In order to understand the similarities as well as the di erences in the de ree of inaccessibility between the prison and the camp, one should note that "institutionally covert" research in the prison was possible because the researcher could take on the role of a visitor, whereas, in order to conduct a similar type of study in the camp, one should secure a practical function such as a volunteer, interpreter or some other, which is what some researchers resorted to in other countries havin been faced with the di culties of obtainin an institutional permission (e. . A ier 2015: 65-66; see also e. . Harrell-Bond and Voutira 2007: 283-288).
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As has been said, we conducted our research in the camp for a lon er period of time with institutional approval, and we mostly formally entered the camp as researchers.
Given that our initial motivation was to support refu ees and their movement, and iven ethno raphic methodolo ical inclination towards "participant observation" (cf. e. . Atkinson 2015: 34-35, 39-41 et passim; Potkonjak 2014: 68-71; Spradley 1980: 53-62) , the ethno raphic participant role that we adopted in the camp was that of volunteers of one of the or anizations in the camp.
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It was only exceptionally, when we conducted scheduled interviews with camp employees, when we recorded usin a camera or when we openly took notes as we observed (cf. e. . Emerson et al. 1995: 20-26) , that we were not in the camp in the role of volunteers.
OBSERVATION?
In accordance with the contemporary mi raton re ime based on the "politics of insecurity", which cate orize "undesired" forei ners as asylum seekers, forei ners residin ille ally on the territory of a certain country, asylees, etc., and which physically separate them from the other population (Huysmans 2006; also cf. e. . Walters 2004; Wilsher 2012: 171-206) , Croatia at that time, just like today, was strivin to minimize contact between refu ees and Croatian citizens. The ar umentation for this in the public discourse, which was adapted to the initial reactions which were, nevertheless, empathic, was based on the standard ima es of refu ees as a potential health and safety threat, as well as the premise of refu ees as a potential infrastructural (e. . tra c-related) threat, or some sort of obstacle.
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The results of this endeavor, echoin the statements by some politicians, were emphasized as one of the unquestionable si ns of the success of Croatian refu ee politics. As initial preparations were made for the openin of the Slavonski Brod transit center, the then Minister of the Interior, in an e ort to placate the local community by promisin that the camp will not cause any chan es, made the followin statement: "This means that there was not a sin le person at any time, except for those su erin from hallucinations, who has ever seen a sin le refu ee in Croatia other than in Opatovac, and no one will see them in Slavonski Brod either."
9
With the Slavonski Brod camp, this ambition and promise was fulfi lled. When we talked about the reactions of the local community to the news about camp construction, our interlocutors said:
People do not see the mi rants at all. They are simply in passin here, they leave by train, nobody, I do not know if anybody has ever seen them, and then said: yes, I did see them. Perhaps someone saw the train with the mi rants, but that is nothin special. […] [The railway line], you could say, oes throu h the town, it actually oes throu h the town, but there is no contact with people, really. […] so that this is, really ideal, convenient.
As mentioned by Duško Petrović in the chapters where he interprets the Slavonski Brod camp in the context of securitarian humanitarianism (2016: 391-416), the camp was outside the town, in the industrial zone, on the rounds of the former refi nery, outside the main town street rid and beyond the reach of public transport. Even when takin into consideration the railway line -which seemed like a direct connection to its surroundin s -the camp was, in fact, isolated. The railway line ended in the camp with a dead-end track, and only trains with refu ees under a police escort would o there. Enclosed by natural and man-made obstacles, a river and a fence, the camp was connected with, and additionally isolated from, the environment via the accreditation system, as well as entry checks, which chan ed throu h time dependin on a variety of subjective and objective circumstances. Government o cials, employees, volunteers and others entered the camp throu h the central road entrance where, in the shade of the buildin which was police and camp headquarters, there was a container where the accreditation cards were checked and an X-ray and metal detection inspection were performed. Startin in February 2016, when the camp was less and less a place of transit, and more and more a place of forcible detainment, detention, this was the place where written records of entry and exit were kept. Startin with 18 March, when the camp mana er ranted all or anizations access to the closed detention sectors of the camp the or anizations had to ive individual names of the already accredited employees/volunteers, who, in addition to bein re istered on enterin the camp, were also re istered when enterin particular sectors, not only by the Ministry of the Interior employees, but also by the employees of the Red Cross.
Moreover, the camp was crisscrossed by numerous physical and visible as well as invisible borders on the inside, which separated accessible from inaccessible areas. The accessibility of certain parts of the camp to volunteers, employees and others depended on which roup they belon ed to and, particularly in the case of lar er or anizations, the function they had in the or anization. As researchers, when we were iven permission to conduct research in the camp, we did not receive any uidelines or instructions as to access or lack of access to certain parts of the camp, as to the use of audio-visual equipment, etc. The fi eld uide of the or anization that we volunteered for (Inicijativa Dobrodošli 2015) said that its volunteers had no access to the "pre-re istration section" durin transit, and iven that one of us had volunteered in November 2015, we knew that, like most volunteers and employees of humanitarian and related or anizations, we had no access to the re istration tents or the inside of the train. Shortly before our fi rst visit to the camp as researchers, we heard whispers, which later turned out to be true, that there are " uarded areas" in the camp, which included areas "from re istration to the infamous sector" where refu ees who were temporarily or permanently forbidden further travel were bein detained i.e. who did not pass the so-called profi lin , selection and discrimination control measures used by the police of the countries alon the corridor from November 2015 until its closure.
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With the exception of the restrictions from the fi eld uide, and si ns forbiddin photoraphy and video recordin , which became more numerous and noticeable with time, we lar ely learned about the other restrictions in the camp radually, by word of mouth. In early February, upon leavin the fi fth sector -a part of the camp that we had re ularly visited until then, accommodatin people who temporarily stopped their journey to, for example, wait for a family member kept for medical treatment -we were iven the followin instruction in a chance encounter with a volunteer of another or anization: "You may enter 10 Profi lin was done systematically startin on 18 October 2016, when Slovenia and Croatia extracted the fi rst roups of refu ees that did not come from Syria, Iraq or Af hanistan (cf. Inicijativa Dobrodošli. 19 October 2016. "Nedopustivo je odvajanje izbje lica na one koje su iz tzv. ratnih zona i na ostale", http:// welcome.cms.hr/index.php/hr/2015/11/19/odvajanje-izbje lica-na-one-koje-su-iz-tzv-ratnih-zona-ina-ostale/; Movin Europe 21 January 2016 "Restrictions and se re ation on the Balkanroute: Fences, Detention and Push-Backs", http://movin -europe.or /restrictions-and-se re ation-on-the-balkanroutefences-detention-and-push-backs/#_ftnref1). To fi nd out about the chronolo y, ways and e ects of ethnic, lin uistic and other type of profi lin , i.e. se re ation alon the corridor, see the reports: Banich et al. (2016a and 2016b) ; Inicijativa Dobrodošli (2016) and Movin Europe (2016) . the fi fth sector only if accompanied by a Red Cross volunteer, and you may not enter the third sector at all." Restrictions on enterin the third sector i.e. the parts of the camp where refu ees who had not passed the so-called profi lin were continually detained, were iven verbally and informally for weeks, and were o cially formulated in mid-February. The followin messa e was iven at a coordination meetin between the Croatian Red Cross, non-overnmental or anizations and similar or anizations in the camp: "The third sector is open only to the police and the Red Cross, all others who approach it will be arrested and their accreditations will be taken away." This was worded a bit more moderately in the Furthermore, knowled e concernin restrictions would often be transmitted by imitation and indirectly, which was the case when, durin our fi rst tour of the camp, we were shown places where volunteers of non-overnmental or anizations stayed and worked durin transit, simultaneously su estin that we had no business bein in any other places. This type of re ulation of movement throu h space, but to a much reater de ree, also applied to the refu ees. Followin only sporadic si ns and circular pathway formed by the entrances, exits, fences and the physical positions of police o cers, the refu ees moved throu h the camp primarily by imitatin each other, and would learn about the rules for movin alon the route only when the police, sometimes accompanied by yellin and a certain hostility for havin to state the obvious, would warn them that they were breakin the rules.
Thus, althou h we were faced with a rowin number of bans and restricted areas, some of these areas, althou h they were out of bounds, were becomin less of a total mystery with time. We constructed our ima es of and insi hts into these spaces in di erent ways, includin , in a manner of speakin , direct observation, but havin to si nifi cantly modify this ethno raphic method (cf. e. . Potkonjak 2014: 69). For instance, one of us was part of a roup bein iven a tour of the camp or anized for the new Minister of the Interior, and went throu h the re istration tent, the place where key activities for the continuation of the refu ees' journey, e. . Emerson et al. 1995: 26-27; Potkonjak 2014: 70) , we could only apply techniques of rapid scannin of the area, which could literally take only several seconds, the time it took to walk throu h the tent.
Similarly briefl y enterin railroad cars, which we were ranted ad hoc permissions for on several occasions, also included rapid, in this case prominently participatory, rather than observational scannin , which di ered from the previous case also because of its, tentatively speakin , ethno raphic insi ht potential (cf. e. . Atkinson 2015) . As opposed to the hurried protocolary "visit" to the re istration tent, which was reduced to a mere sta e set at the time, our short visits to railroad cars enerated stron impressions, and had a si nifi cant impact on our understandin of the camp and the transit of refu ees. The ima e of the overcrowded railroad car, completely blocked by people, which was, as we could sometimes hear, "bein loaded" with double or nearly double the number of passen ers than was standard in re ular transport, for us became a visual synecdoche for the policy of dehumanized e cient transit.
In addition to the special cases, like the ones mentioned, where certain spaces were accessible by permission, some other areas, where we could not enter, were accessible throu h what we will refer to as external observation. Occasionally, albeit rarely, durin re istration procedures, the entryways to some re istration tents were left open, which made the inside of the tent, as well as the events that took place there, relatively accessible to us as external observers. Our fi eldnotes show how partial an insi ht this sort of research situation provided: re istration tent is open (tent fl ap up) and you can see inside, but the sunli ht is stron and I cannot see very well; a police o cer exited the tent, he has a mask on, there is a wheelchair inside, I can see a woman holdin a child on her sittin in a chair in front of a desk (I cannot see the police o cer interro atin her on the other side of the desk because my view is blocked), several police o cers are walkin around the tent, I see one Red Cross uniform.
Similarly, both times that we were allowed to photo raph and record the arrival and departure of the refu ee train, with an unobtrusive but present accompaniment of a police o cer, when walkin around those parts of the camp that were normally accessible to visitors (journalists), we used zoom to try to take photos of the spaces that we had no access to otherwise, such as the area in front of the entrance to the re istration tents, as well as people who we could not access in person because they were detained in one of the camp sectors.
External observation, includin takin photo raphs, was not as time-restricted as scannin the inside of the re istration tent or the train, but it was interrupted by other actions meant to camoufl a e our primary purpose to see what was attempted to be hidden from view. Rather than makin this seem like careful observation, lookin towards the tent and its interior was meant to seem coincidental. Rather than seemin like tar eted, focused recordin and photo raphy of areas and people that we had no access to, this was meant to look like recordin "permitted" scenes.
What was at play here, like in some other cases, was to some extent interiorization of prohibitions central to the camp's functionin . Althou h lookin towards the tent or zoomin in were not prohibited, we perceived the prohibition as bein there or as bein conceivable. Similarly, althou h the orally transmitted prohibition to enter re istration tents did not specify time (whether it only related to the occasions when re istration took place, or was meant to be absolute), we perceived it as constant, and we entered the tent only several times, exclusively under police escort or with police permission.
This unwritten nature of the rules and prohibitions was accompanied by a considerable dose of uncertainty as to what was allowed and what was not (which meant that sometimes thin s mi ht have been perceived as not allowed, whereas they mi ht have been), however it equally allowed trans ressin some boundaries which would have been di cult to cross if restrictions had been iven in writin . For instance, the platform where the trains arrived and departed from, and which was divided from the rest of a camp by a fence as a clear border si n visible to all those in the camp, was the place of minor but constant disa reements when the trains were leavin . Every now and then, volunteers from some or anizations would cross the border, when helpin people to carry their lu a e or when takin blankets to people who were on the train waitin for it to depart. After this process repeated several times, camp mana ement responsible for the humanitarian support of the camp would issue an instruction or a prohibition not to approach the platform. The volunteers would abide by the instruction for a while, and would a ain, at one point, o to the platform, which could be described as a moment of small rebellion a ainst camp rules, and then the entire process would repeat.
The interiorization of prohibitions and rules is also evident from some methodolo ical decisions we made and steps we followed, includin sound recordin . Experimentin with note-takin methods which could be considered somewhat alternative in the Croatian context, wantin to reach di erent levels of the camp, we used a sound-recordin device several times to overtly record the sounds in the camp (cf. Atkinson 2015: 146-147 et passim; Ehn et al. 2016: 85) , particularly the fi rst several minutes of the arrival and departure of the train. However, in mid-March, in the weeks before the camp was closed, when several hundred persons were detained in the camp and when only a handful of volunteers and employees had access to them, we "covertly" used a sound recorder. One of us recorded the distressin sounds of nearly one-hour-lon screams and shouts of a youn man who resisted collective transfer of "sin le men" from the third to the fi rst sector of the camp, by keepin the recorder runnin in a jacket pocket. In our daily report from the camp to the or anization that we volunteered for and to another or anization that published daily reports about the situation in the fi eld, one of us ave the followin description:
After the police led twenty or so men, formin two lines, from Sector 3, they literally carried a youn er man out […] . Holdin him by his arms and le s, they carried him in a vertical position from Sector 3 to […] the fi rst tent in Sector 1.
[…] Those of us who do not have access to the sector could not see what went on in the tent, but loud screams, shouts and intermittent knockin sounds were a su cient indicator of the state the man was in. Althou h one could not understand the meanin of the shouts, it was clear that they were a call for help. Many referred to his behavior as a nervous breakdown.
Althou h we had not come upon an explicit or implicit prohibition of sound recordin in the camp, and althou h we had indeed, as we said, made overt recordin s usin a voice recorder on some occasions, we did not consider overt recordin to be a viable option under these circumstances, to some de ree as a result of a previous research situation. To wit, some ten days earlier, we had decided to walk around the entire perimeter fence of the camp and make notes about the camp from this perspective. When we walked around the camp, i.e. outside the perimeter fence, where there were no si ns whatsoever prohibitin photo raphy, we also took photo raphs, which is why a police o cer on duty in that area demanded to see our ID cards and sent us, as we were told, to the camp mana er. The police o cer did not take us inside the buildin , but we stood in front of the buildin , next to him and alon side other people who happened to be there, when hi her-rankin police o cials, who did not identify themselves to us, addressed us with a dose of mockery, followed by accusatory and threatenin remarks. We deleted the photo raphs at the request of one of them, and then, after we had been vouched for by a collea ue of his over the phone, we were let o with a warnin : "This is the fi rst and the last time you do that. Do it one more time, and you will lose your accreditation." This is the time when we could very directly experience the camp as a place of uncertainty and fear, and the suspension of one's ri hts. From a research/volunteer perspective, havin one's accreditation revoked was the most extreme suspension possible, but chance had it that we witnessed a limpse of its true scale with re ard to the refu ees at the very same occasion for the fi rst time. As the police o cer took us to the police buildin via a shortcut that we had normally no access to, we had the opportunity to quickly "externally observe" the third detention sector, that we only had sketchy information about. We were able to see detained and isolated persons: "In sector 3 all containers full, li hts on. The face of a woman, some 20 years of a e, lookin towards us, as the policeman leads us on. there are also people in the white tent in sector 3."
INTERVIEWS?
Since the openin of the camp until the o cial closure of the corridor on the ni ht of 8 March 2016, the Slavonski Brod camp primarily had a transit character. This is the period when the refu ees were brou ht to the camp escorted by the Croatian police, mostly by train, from Šid, Serbia. They underwent the process of re istration in the camp, and would then be returned to the train that would o on its way to Slovenia. Occasionally, more frequently at the very be innin s of the camp's operation, they would be held for several hours in those sectors intended for accommodation.
In order to make transit as quick and e cient as possible, contact between the refu ees and the volunteers in the camp was limited, even durin the short period of several hours when the refu ees stayed at the camp or, rather, went throu h it. As opposed to the previously mentioned attempts to minimize contact between refu ees and the citizens of Croatia, clear and hi hli hted in political statements, no explicit mention of this was made in o cial statements or interviews that we conducted with camp mana ement representatives. However, this was evident from the or anizational characteristics of the camp, primarily its clear division into areas, such as refu ee sectors, stock areas, mana ement and volunteer headquarters and the like, 12 as well as from the strict circular route that the refu ees in transit were supposed to take in the camp. Durin the time that we were at the camp, this route be an with the refu ees exitin the train, continued with their passin throu h re istration and distribution tents, with possible hold-ups, for instance, in the mother-and-baby tent or at the kiosk, and then throu h the access road to the platform, endin in their enterin the train. Each of the mentioned points was connected with a separate type of activity, and a separate roup of volunteers or employees worked at each of the points, e. . helpin to et o the train, checkin thin s and personal data (i.e. re istration), distributin clothes and footwear, distributin food, helpin to et on the train, etc. Fra mentation and automatization of activities, where each individual dealt with a sin le se ment in the entire process, created an impression of workin on a conveyor belt. As far as volunteers from non-overnmental or anizations were concerned -which was the roup that we belon ed to -the only place desi ned to meet with the refu ees durin transit was the distribution tent, which was, however, iven its purpose to distribute clothes and footwear as quickly as possible, never intended as a point where interactions other than those of supply and demand would take place, which did not imply that other interactions could not develop on some occasions (cf. Jambrešić Kirin and Škokić 2016) . This or anization of transit meant that there were very few opportunities for ethno raphic research directed towards the thou hts and experiences of refu ees, that would be based on in-depth interviews as the basic technique of their "collection" (cf. e. . Potkonjak 2014: 71-76; Sherman Heyl 2007) . Such interviews, had there not been for access restrictions, could have been conducted with the refu ees in the closed sectors, where they were held for shorter or lon er periods of time.
However, even when all volunteers and employees were iven access to the closed sections under special conditions (this was durin the exclusively detention period, but not until the second half of March, as already mentioned), we did not conduct interviews for numerous interrelated reasons, many of which would have applied to the previous, lar ely transit, period. The reasons varied from the impossibility of clearly presentin our role as researchers, and complete inequality in the potential relationship between the researchers 12 The Slavonski Brod camp spanned an area of about 40,000 square meters, and was divided into six sectors desi ned for the accommodation of refu ees (Puljizević 2015) , with a tent and container infrastructure which could house 5000 people (Larsen et al. 2016: 10) , and the main buildin , infi rmary, tents for the army, tents of the National Protection and Rescue Directorate, a brick-built Red Cross warehouse, a tent warehouse, containers with o ces of non-overnmental, inter-overnmental and other or anizations, a tent mess for volunteers and employees, re istration tents, tents for vulnerable roups or special types of assistance, distribution tents, etc. The layout of the mobile objects and their purpose chan ed several times.
and "the researched", throu h our lack of knowled e of the lan ua es relevant for such research (Kurdish, Arabic, Persian etc.), our unwillin ness to dedicate the very short time that we had at our disposal in the closed sectors to documentin ethno raphic statements, to the fear of secondary traumatization of the refu ees and the likely devastatin consequences this mi ht have for them in their present environment. If we had been able to surmount any of these obstacles, and if we had decided to do in-depth interviews, we believe that we would not have recorded them, primarily because of the hazard of endanerin the detained persons simply throu h their participation in recorded interviews, and particularly because of the dan er of potential unauthorized access to them, which is a topic that crosses over into eneral problems of ethno raphic methodolo y, ran in from the confi dentiality between the researcher and "the researched" (cf. e. . Allu Davies 2001: 51-53) , to the problem of research topics that contain elements of ille al activities (cf. e. . Potkonjak 2014: 37).
Given all this, we conducted recorded interviews in the camp only with people on our side of the ramp that divided the refu ees from all the others, which almost exclusively included persons in o cial positions, enerally of hi h rank or uniquely connected with the functionin of the camp: police employees, Croatian Red Cross and army employees, healthcare workers and employees providin other services in the camp. These interviews were meant to familiarize us with the operational mana ement visions of the camp, its conceptual desi n in terms of its construction and operation, its or anization, structure, mana ement structure, etc.; i.e. those se ments of the camp that were not available to us on the experiential level from our volunteer-participant position (cf. Hammersley and Atkinson 1996: 125) . These interviews, it should be mentioned, were not preceded by ettin to know our interlocutors or buildin some sort of rapport or even intimacy with them, and the interviews themselves, to some extent because of this, did not have a pronounced personal level, i.e. they did not have some of the characteristics that are commonly associated with the ethno raphic interview (cf. Potkonjak 2014: 73; Sherman Heyl 2007: 369) . Given that, as far as the mana ement aspect of the camp is concerned, our participant position was absent, and insi hts from observation were reduced to a minimum, some would claim that these interviews could not even be referred to as ethno raphic (cf. Atkinson 2015: 12, 92-94 et passim). This means that the very act that most clearly defi ned us as researchers to others, and that we ourselves saw as a sort of confi rmation of our role as researchers to the mana ement structures, had much less ethno raphic value for us in comparison to the other methods that we used.
In line with the roles that our interlocutors had in the camp, and in line with their prevailin status of o cial representatives of their institutions, their positions voiced in the interviews had a spokesperson-like quality to varyin de rees. Some of them o cially held the function of spokespeople, and others implicitly presented themselves as the spokespeople for their institution or the entire camp, and even as spokespeople for Croatia, a country that, accordin to the interpretations dominatin in these interviews, proved to be particularly humane, and even the most humane country in its treatment of the refu ees. For instance:
In every roup that arrives here at the camp all you can hear is the followin : Thank you, Croatia, thank you for the love, for the support, for the help, etc.
[…] Croatia, this small country with a small number of inhabitants in relation to any other country, but a country where the people are warm and willin to help.
Accordin to these statements, humanity was refl ected on two levels: the level of the treatment of refu ees by the people of Croatia, where, like in numerous media and other statements (cf. e. . Čapo 2015b: 16-17), the Croatian refu ee experience was stereotypically mentioned as the source of such treatment, and the level of the functionin of the national overnment, which, as it was stated in the interviews, was most clearly visible in the nearly fl awless functionin of the camp itself. For instance:
We have a heap of newspapers, dele ations, this or the other every day, and to be honest, all those who were here were at a loss for words at how well all this is or anized, structured, made […] no other country on the route has anythin similar to this […] .
"Flawless functionin " of the camp was also one of the fi rst thin s, which may have been left unsaid or only hinted at in our conversations, where we disa reed with our interlocutors. Apart from the fundamental disa reement in seein camps as, on the one hand, an expression of humanity, and on the other as humanitarian oppression, these disa reements were related to the fact that, in the camp, we witnessed behaviors such as pushin , shoutin , unnecessarily stoppin people or makin them move faster, separatin families or roups that traveled to ether, forceful, sometimes several hour-lon detainment on the train before its departure, overcrowdin railroad cars, not ivin assistance to the freezin people in the unheated train waitin for its departure, withholdin information, verbal insults that remain insults even if the person at whom they were directed did not understand them. After all, rather than "Thank you, Croatia" that we mentioned above, several times in the camp we heard statements like the one recorded in our fi eldnotes: "We are not animals. Why do you treat us like that?".
In our interviews, we only minimally questioned the ima e that our interlocutors created in their answers, which was also the foundation of the media ima e in Croatia, that some of our interlocutors also actively participated in creatin , iven the function they had. Not only did we not come into confl ict with our interlocutors, we also avoided some sub-questions and moved on to other topics when we started seein cracks in the nearly perfect ima es of the Slavonski Brod camp and the Croatian version of refu ee reception, even in those cases where, on the basis of our participatory research experience, we could see or assume that what had been said did not correspond to reality. This was not only a matter of followin the fi eldwork manual instruction, which is the result of the nature of the ethno raphic interview, where the researcher should not come into confl ict with his/ her interlocutors, and should let them talk about what they consider relevant, in a way that they want, and not to talk about what they do not wish to, cannot, or are not permitted to discuss (cf. e. . Potkonjak 2014: 73-75) . From a post-hoc perspective, it can be said that our behavior was also infl uenced by our fear that our reactions and questions durin the interview could jeopardize our future stay at the camp, by, for instance, restrictin or interferin with some of our activities, either as volunteers or researchers (cf. e. . Hopkins 1993: 125; Kość-Ryżko 2013: 238) . The explanation of our, as we see it today, servility towards our interlocutors, could be applicable on a hi her level, that of the behavior of the or anizations in the camp. Accordin to our insi hts, they came only into minimal confl ict with the mana ement of the camp, or avoided confl ict alto ether, which wein the case of or anizations which were not part of standard humanitarian intervention teams -attribute to the continued fear that their reaction could result in loss of access to the camp, and, conversely, the prerequisite for providin direct aid to the refu ees, and the prerequisite for -at least to some extent -monitorin what was oin on in the camp, ivin them at least some -however sli ht -opportunity to intervene.
The fact that, in the end, we only conducted interviews with o cial and institutionally appointed camp representatives, but not with people who were excluded from the decisionmakin process, and who were only minimally familiar with it, such as volunteers and lower-rankin o cials, was also infl uenced by some factors other than our interest in mana ement and other dimensions of the camp that we -in contrast to the dimensions that we had access to as participants and observers -could not discover throu h participation.
This primarily refers to the combination of what we identifi ed as the unwillin ness of our potential interlocutors to share their thou hts with us in a formal recorded interview, and the real implicit or explicit ne ative reactions of those few that we had our fi rst contacts with. In addition to an entire array of possible purely individual causes for such reactions, well known from other ethno raphic research (cf. e. . Bošković-Stulli 1998: 273), other causes, which are well known in ethno raphic research into business or anizations, etc., could be mentioned (cf. e. . Hammersley and Atkinson 1996: 127-128 ). Some of the or anizations present in the camp, as we were told, had their employees si n contracts stipulatin that they were not allowed to ive statements about their work or the work of the or anization in question. Accordin to some information, this rule was sometimes only iven orally or was tacit, i.e. it was the volunteer or employee who inferred that their statements could in some way cause dama e to themselves or to the or anization they worked for. For instance, this is su ested by the reaction of a volunteer, whose volunteer status was supposed to chan e to that of an employee when we were at the camp, which may not be insi nifi cant in itself. Althou h we preliminarily scheduled a conversation with her durin our fi rst stay at the camp, when we su ested to meet a ain, she texted us -althou h we had not ask for this piece of information -the name and mobile phone number of her superior that we could or should talk to, thus lettin us know not only that she did not want to take part in a recorded interview, but that she wished to avoid any meetin or potential conversation whatsoever. An a itated and even an ry response from a mana er of one of the or anizations in the camp, upon fi ndin out in casual conversation that one of the lower-rankin employees had talked to the researchers, was also indicative of the mana ement's attitude towards the possibility of unmonitored transfer of information or attitudes of people workin in the camp (or transfer that was not a reed throu h the so-called o cial channels). In summ, just as the camp was replete with visible and invisible borders, it was replete with visible and invisible atekeepers (Hammersley and Atkinson 1996: 63-67, 133-135; Potkonjak 2014: 94) . Just as the borders blocked access to certain areas and ethno raphic observations, atekeepers, in one way or another, explicitly or implicitly, blocked access to people and interviewin them.
On the other hand, as far as accessin volunteer perspectives in the camp or about the camp is concerned, it is true that we could have conducted recorded interviews with the volunteers of those rare non-overnmental or anizations in the camp which were not primarily part of the so called humanitarian business (cf. e. . Belloni 2007; Weiss 2013) . We assume that at least some of these volunteers, iven their independence of fi nancial or other specifi c obli ations to the institutions, and dependin on their eneral openness to sharin and disclosin information and perspectives, would have shared with us their thou hts in recorded interviews, just like they had done in everyday communication in the camp. However, the rowin complexity of our insi hts into the camp and what was happenin in it, the fi nal closure of the corridor and the conversion of the camp into a detention camp, led to a shift in our priorities towards other research focuses (particularly towards closed parts of the camp), other interlocutors and other methods. This led to leavin out the planned recorded interviews with non-overnmental or anization volunteers focusin on their experience and understandin of the camp and their work in it, as well as recorded interviews with persons who did not work in the camp but had indirect insi hts and opinions about the camp or about its position in the life of the town, for instance because of the fact that they lived in Slavonski Brod.
In conclusion, if we look at our interviews overall, both those that we conducted and those that we did not, one can observe a fact which may seem paradoxical at fi rst si ht, and which is si nifi cant for the understandin of the camp and the possibilities of conductin ethno raphic research in it. On the one hand, as researchers in the camp, we had relatively unobstructed access to the environment of the humanitarian, and, to some extent securitarian, let us call it proletariat and precariat (volunteers, translators, police o cers, etc.), but we basically had no access to documentin their statements throu h recordin them. On the other hand, the entire humanitarian securitarian mana ement of the camp was lar ely outside our observational scope, but access to documentin the institutionally verifi ed statements from this aspect was basically easy. Therefore, it could be said that in our case the permission to conduct research in the camp was in fact a permission to enter the camp, but not to freely access all its spaces and structures (cf. e. . Harrell-Bond and Voutira 2007: 288) , in the case of the former, at least not throu h interviews.
PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION?
Althou h we did not conduct ethno raphic interviews in the narrow sense in the camp, while we were there we participated in a number of communicative interactions of various durations, modes and lan ua es, that were a constituent part of our ethno raphic research, i.e. its key se ment: participant observation (cf. e. . Atkinson 2015: 39-41 et passim; Potkonjak 2014: 68-71; Spradley 1980) , in the various nuances of its basic articulations (cf. e. . Hammersley and Atkinson 1995: 99-113) . Given the mentioned radically reduced possibilities of lon er contact with refu ees in transit, our communication primarily consisted of shorter spontaneous verbal exchan es. These included numerous very short or somewhat lon er, althou h mostly only several-minutes lon , conversations in En lish or in a combination of En lish and nonverbal si ns, with several Persian or Arabic words. They were led durin the short walk to the platform, at one of the points alon the way or on the platform itself, and included exchan in basic information, on the one hand, where from and where to a person was travelin , with whom, how lon they were on the road, and on the other, about the procedure in the camp, the next country or stop alon the way, the time it would take the train to et there, etc. We have for otten the details of many of those conversations, or, more specifi cally, we remember them only as part of the overall spoken communication, and we remembered some of them, with more or less details, in the form of mental notes (cf. Ottenber 1991: 144-146) or recorded them in jottin s like the followin : "Ibrahim and his sister -in front of the toilet. randfather tells us that their parents were killed." Dumbfounded at the very fi eldnote, today we can only relate it to another fi eldnote based on a short conversation, that indicates the extent of the su erin , dan er, concern and uncertainty that the people runnin away from the war had to cope with on their way: I am carryin a ba for a mom (Iraq) (she is youn ) -limited En lish, but enou h to et by, holdin her son by the hand, he is ill, he was runnin a fever last ni ht, her husband has been in Germ. since Sept. I ask if they saw the doctor, no, train, train (as if they told her that), I tell her that she can stay until the next train, she says -her family is with her I say -family too can stay no no the boy (3-4 years of a e) walkin next to her, I come closer, he looks as if he's starin into blank space. on the way to the platform she asks me several times if I think she will be able to et to her husband? I hope so I hope so.
This rim and chaotic verbal interaction, chaotically recorded, as a later multilin ual, both Croatian and En lish 13 transcript of dialo ic clips combinin narration and direct and indirect speech (cf. Emerson et al. 1995: 74-77) , but rather than this impedin understandin upon later readin , it rekindles (at least to some extent, like many of our other fi eldnotes do in di erent ways) the chaos and the ravity of the situation that it represents.
Lar e concentration of speakers of di erent lan ua es in a way encoura ed everyone in the camp, includin us, to communicate in a forei n lan ua e or completely (or at least partially) nonverbally, which was related to a relatively small number of interpreters hired to work in the camp. We asked for their assistance only when we assessed a situation as "a crisis", i.e. when it was potentially related to a health issue, separation of the family or somethin similar, and when we could not establish at least minimal communication ourselves. Pointin to someone's lu a e, rather than, or accompanied by, a verbal o er of help in carryin their thin s, pointin the way to the train, pointin to parts of the body to refer to clothin items or footwear that someone may need are only some of the examples of communication durin transit, where the nonverbal component dominated over the verbal in communication.
Our "conversation" with an elderly man from Af hanistan whom we met in front of a container in the fi fth sector is an excellent indication of how reat the potential of nonverbal communication was. He shared with us, as we understood it, his frustration with the fact that he was detained in a camp and that he could not exit the small fenced-in space inside the sector, and shared part of his experience on his refu ee "trip" before comin to the camp in Slavonski Brod. By combinin di erent sources -what we were told by a police o cer standin uard next to the fence, what we later learned from the translator, and our previous information about this sector -we found out, amon other thin s, that our "interlocutor" was a member of a family that, like many other families durin transit throu h the Slavonski Brod camp, was waitin in the enclosed and monitored sector for a member of his family to come back from the hospital in order to continue on their way. Our "interlocutor" "told us" -speakin in a lan ua e that we could not understand, but still usin several words that we could catch here and there ([Yunan] for Greece), and usin his hands and aze to show the fence in front of him and the area surroundin the camp, the police o cer that was "protectin " him, and, particularly, by scrollin on his mobile phone and showin photo raphs and video clips recorded earlier -that he and his family lived in Greece for a period of time, in an apartment owned by a Greek doctor and his family, that he was a uest there, that he could move freely, and that he was closed up here, without the possibility of movin even around the camp which was closed away from the outer world. The photo raphs and video recordin s on his mobile phone were his travel (refu ee) diary, where he fi nally added our photo raphs that he took after usin a esture to ask our permission, and this diary helped him, in spite of the lan ua e barrier, and with considerable e ort, to convey to us what he wanted.
As opposed to communicative situations like the one just described, which we participated in durin our entire stay at the camp, some communicative situations characteristic of the camp environment were more closely or exclusively related to the phase when the dominant function of the camp was transit, and others were characteristic of the phase when the camp had an exclusive detention function. Upon the closure of the corridor and the termination of transit throu h the camp, the short communication exchan es on the circular pathway break o completely, whereas other types of direct interactions between volunteers and refu ees, because of no access to the closed sectors, did not start for days.
When we, and others in the camp, were iven access to these sectors for several hours a day, after the publication of the Izvješće o sustavnom kršenju ljudskih prava u zatvorenim dijelovima Zimskog prihvatno-tranzitnog 
centra u Slavonskom Brodu Report on Systemic Human Rights Violations by the Croatian Authorities in the Closed Parts of
Sometimes durin shorter fl eetin conversations with volunteers and employees, we would touch upon controversial subjects about which, we presumed, our interlocutors knew more than we did. We would venture into these conversations with caution, limitin ourselves only to the surface of what was quietly talked about: why certain persons were boarded into railway cars after boardin had been fi nished and under police escort, whether there were people in the third sector, since when, how many of them, whether there were any children there, who was allowed to o there, etc. Similarly to the situation where we "covertly" recorded the shrieks of the youn man who was bein forcefully moved from one sector to another when we refrained from talkin to other volunteers, in an e ort to avoid covertly documentin their comments (cf. e. . Lu osi 2008: 133) , in this case we attempted not to mislead our interlocutors and to make them become informants unconsciously disloyal to their institutions or principles. From today's point of view, we see that -by workin accordin to the ethno raphic imperatives not to mislead, endan er or expose the other, and especially one's interlocutor throu h one's research (cf. e. . Hammersley and Atkinson 264-273; Potkonjak 2014 : 56) -we had, in a way, superimposed professional ethics to the ethics of solidarity with those whose lives were literally threatened and who were disempowered.
Volunteers and employees, moreover, were frequently uninformed about, or not interested in, broachin controversial or hidden subjects. Because of the automatized humanitarian support that created an environment of professionalism, as well as lack of interest for what went on beyond one's present task (cf. Harrell-Bond 2002) , durin the transit phase of the camp, the majority of employees and volunteers withdrew from their "workplace" after the train left the camp. After the closure of the corridor and the discontinuation of transit, however, because of the very fact that there were no tasks for most of them, it was enerally more di cult to i nore the fact that there were hundreds of detained people in the camp that one had no access to. But even then, for some or anizations, employees and volunteers, "professionalism" remained the key imperative in camp activities. This is, for example, evident from a comment iven at the end of a meetin of non-overnmental and other or anizations with camp mana ement, when the problem of detention in the camp was explicitly addressed for the fi rst time. This is what our fi eldnotes say:
For instance, at the end of the meetin , the representative of Samaritan Purse made a motion from the fl oor to leave out similar discussions (about the freedom of movement etc.) from common meetin s, because they were not of interest to many, as they were there to discuss some specifi c operational issues. He said that people who were not interested had been bitin their nails for the past twenty minutes. Several people nodded their heads in support […] .
Because of the way in which the camp functioned and how work was or anized in it, because of or anization hierarchy, and because, as was mentioned, we did not want to obtain information at the expense of exposin others, we primarily had to rely on our own observations in the camp, that took on full meanin only in retrospect. For instance, when the fi rst reports about the detainment of refu ees in the Slavonski Brod camp were pub-lished in late January and in February 2016 (Banich et al. 2016a; Movin Europe 2016) , the li hts that we had seen in January in the supposedly empty sectors of the camp and vans that took people and roups of people towards these sectors, rather than unclear fra ments, now became si ns of rowin restrictions alon the corridor, and the fi rst clear si nal of its soon-to-be fi nal closure.
Our fi eldwork observations, moreover, were nearly simultaneously complemented by the mentioned direct and indirect exchan es with volunteers of the or anization that we volunteered for. As volunteers in the fi eld, we were part of various online communication platforms, includin roup communication throu h mobile applications that we used to exchan e lar ely operational information durin our stay in the fi eld. These chiefl y very brief communication exchan es, which roup coordinators used, amon other thin s, as notes to write up daily reports from the fi eld, became relevant research material only later, primarily as a source of chronolo y for the events and our bein in the fi eld. We transferred only few of them into our fi eldnotes, notably those that related to a key event or incident, like the followin one which came about before our research stay at the camp, in November 2015: "a police o cer hit an elderly man, there was a report on whatsapp."
Moreover, parallel to our stays at the camp, we kept in touch with volunteers and activists outside the camp, some of whom we knew personally, and others only throu h various social network roups. We placed particular emphasis on communication throu h social networks, email and mobile phone apps in the fi nal, detention phase of the camp. This communication, in addition to exchan es with volunteers and activists, included mediated exchan es with persons detained in the camp. We were in contact with them durin this period even when we were not physically present in the camp, which is common in contemporary research as a way to keep in touch after the researcher leaves the fi eld (cf. e. . Moran 2016: 71) . This type of communication, which is also common in contemporary ethno raphic research (cf. Jackson 2016: 43-44) , was one of the components of our study. On particular occasions, it had clear participatory elements, as was the case, for instance, when the refu ees were bein transferred into the center for asylum seekers in Za reb and the detention in Ježevo (Incijativa Dobrodošli 2016) . In an environment replete with contradictory information, the messa es that one of us was exchan in with persons detained in the camp who faced the uncertainty of bein moved, were directed at transmittin information (however partial), which were di cult to come by in the camp itself.
Durin this detention phase of the camp, one of us joined an online roup established for the exchan e of information about the isolation and detention of people in the Slavonski Brod camp. The roup included, amon others, people who had never been to the Slavonski Brod camp, but who had relevant information and knowled e about other camps, le islature etc. at their disposal, and people who were in contact with camp detainees or recent detainees. Amon the numerous messa es exchan ed in the roup, those which were primarily informative and operational prevailed, and they were of value in understandin the conditions of camp detention. Those notes that were written and sent directly from the camp, for instance when the closed sectors were opened to the volunteers, were often similar to fi eldnotes and jottin s that ethno raphers write directly in the fi eld, enerally in preparation for lon er later notes (cf. e. . Emerson et al. 1995: 30-35) . A small part of those was more similar to ethno raphic descriptions and contained detailed observations about a sin le or several events in the camp, e. . about collective re istration of detained refu ees after the closure of the corridor, which was a way to attempt to formalize their detention, about the meetin with the camp mana er, or about the transfer of "sin le men" from one sector to another.
Some internal workin reports emailed in the fi rst days after the sectors had been open to volunteers, which aimed at providin as much detail as possible to the or anization that the volunteers worked for, also had the characteristics of ethno raphic description. These reports, in addition to playin a si nifi cant role in informin the followin roup of volunteers, were also important as a tool of harmonizin opinions within the or anization, in relation to its immediate activities in the fi eld, and lon -term advocacy. These detailed day or half-day reports, which seemed like a way to counterwei h the previous information vacuum concernin the closed sectors, were saturated with observations about people, their destinies and events in the closed sectors, as well as refl ections on one's own position as a person reportin about them.
We archived these fi eld reports, and some of the exchan es in the online roups, both those with volunteers and activists and those with camp detainees, to ether with our notes, reco nizin the research potential for understandin the camp, not only throu h our own notes and reports, but also throu h those written by others. Messa es and reports that we received from the volunteers in the camp, and that, irrespective of whether we were at the camp at the time or not, sometimes related to events that we ourselves had not seen, deepened our knowled e about the camp, and included the perspectives and experiences of others into them. With their help, and with the help of messa es that we exchan ed with persons detained in the camp, we were able to retain a connection with the fi eld after we had physically left it, continuin , in a way "remote" fi eldwork (Moran 2016: 66) . In other words, they enabled us, even when we were not in the camp, to follow the everyday life of the camp and the key events in it, as well as, as had already been mentioned, to remotely and intensely take part in them, in a way.
All these texts are part of our fi eldnote corpus, as currently seen in considerations of ethno raphic notes (cf. Jackson 2016: 43-44) . This puts into question the eneralized defi nition of fi eldnotes as texts that ethno raphers write for themselves (Emerson et al. 1995: 44) , which is a topic that, like so many other methodolo ical topics touched upon in this paper, could be further extended (cf. e. . Nardi 2016). We would like to note here that the texts written by others still had a somewhat di erent status for us as researchers. In addition to those di erences related primarily to their potential publishin , they had a special status for us with re ard to how we felt about their potential loss. Concern over the possibility of losin one's own notes, which the ethno rapher uses to draw up the fi nal text, and which is, therefore, latently or explicitly present in all ethno raphic research in eneral (cf. e. . Sanjek 1991: 35-38) , took on additional dimensions in the context of our research in the camp. Our concern was deepened by our fear that the loss of fi eldnotes would result in exposin the people mentioned in them, as well as the people who wrote some of them, and the fear about the potential and very tan ible existential repercussions for all those involved, which was related to the camp environment and the wider securitarian and repressive framework of mi ration mana ement.
REDUCTIONISM AND PLURALISM
In sum, our research in the Slavonski Brod camp was characterized by both methodolo ical reductionism and methodolo ical pluralism. Certain ethno raphic methods, as we have tried to show, boiled down to their bare contours, however, upon takin a step away or combined with other ethno raphic methods, they opened and created multiple doorways into the research fi eld. Moreover, our research had many characteristics of investi ative work, evident, for instance, in our techniques of scannin inaccessible spaces, external observation, and the described networkin with people who shared our interest in reconstructin events in the camp. In an environment where so much was hidden or inaccessible for various reasons, we continually had to discover the basic stratum of the world that we were studyin , which the researchers in other contexts enerally reach immediately, and without major di culty. This is why we could not focus our research attention to the interpretations, personal views and perspectives of other, i.e. on the level that ethno raphy is primarily concerned with, and we had to base our conclusions on partial, sparse and often mediated insi hts, which, in some circumstances, were the only ones possible in the camp environment, as we have shown above. Still, continued fi eldwork based on a diversifi ed ethno raphic methodolo y, and the openness to problematize and question, resulted in a specifi c research perspective, which, we believe, despite its limitations, opens places of di erence in relation to the dominant views of what had been very broadly reduced to the common denominator of refu ee crisis in Croatia.
